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PART I OUTLINE 
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(~ 
I. 
The Present Status 
.of the 
Homeric Question 
Definit ~on of the Home ric Quest i on . 
"Origin a nd Author :3hip of the Po ems. 11 
II. History of t he Discussion . 
A. 
B. 
Chorizontes 3rd cen tury B.C. 
1. Lead ers. 
Xenon and He1lani-
cus. 
2. Opinion. 
Homer was not the 
author of the Odyssey. 
3. Opposition. 
Wolf 
Views checked by 
Arista.rchus. 
179 5 A.D. 
1. Views. 
a. The Homeric poems 
were compo sed with-
out the ' aid of 
writing. 
b. The poems we r e wr itten 
down and revised i n 
the time of Peisistra-
tus (550 B.C.) 
3. 
----
• 
c. 
d. 
The arti s tic unity 
of the poems was 
produced by artifi-
cial treatment in 
a lat e r age. 
The orig i nal poems 
were not all by the 
same author. 
2. Re f utat ion. 
By Jebb and others . 
c. Hermann. 
1. Theory. 
a. Primitive poet created 
"Ur-Ilias and U~-Odysee." 
b. Later poets completed 
his design. 
D. Lachmann. 
E. 
1. The ory. 
Nitzsch 
a. The Iliad consists of 
sixteen separate lays, 
independent and d ist.inct 
in spirit. 
b. The lays were reduced to 
writing by Peisistratus 
with various enlarge ments 
and int erpolations. 
1852 . 
l. Theory. 
a. Homer belonged to a 
later generation • 
b. Homer moulded the -short 
lays into ,an epic. 
4, 
F. 
• 
G. 
H. 
• 
Grote 1854. 
1. Tlj.eory • 
a. Accepted Nitzsch 1 s 
view in general. 
b. Our Iliad has out-
grown the original 
plan. 
c. The Origina~ Iliad 
consisted or books 
1, 8, and 11-22 in-
clusive - the 
"Achilleid." 
d. Books 2 - 7 inc l usive, 
9, 10, 23 and 24 were 
added. 
e. The Odyssey was the 
work of another poet, 
belonging to the s ame 
age. 
2. Criticism. 
Geddes 1878. 
1. Theory. 
Christ 
a. Accepted Grote's 
theory of · an 
Achilleid. 
b. The non-Achillean 
books were composed 
by a later poet, the 
author of the Odyssey. 
1884. 
1. Theory • 
The Iliad is 
a. not a cong lome r a t e of 
5. 
• 
I. 
J. 
• 
l ays or>ig i nal l y 
distinct • 
b. but the expans ion of 
an Qrganic plan. 
Kirchoff 1859. 
1. Theory. 
Rothe: 
The Odys s ey cons i s t ed of 
a. "Older Redaction." 
(1) Old poem, t he 
"Return of Odys-
seus." 
(2) The sequel, -
what happened aft e r 
Odysseus returned 
to Ithaca. 
b. "Later Redaction ." 
(1) Adventure of Te le-
machus. 
(2) Adventure of Odys seu s 
on his homeward jour-
ney. 
Summar y of recent CI' i ti c s . 
1. Theory. 
a. Both the "short ba lla d" 
and the "ex:ra ns i on" 
theories are not con-
vincing. 
b. The poems a r e the wor k 
or one poet • 
6,, 
..... 
1t 
• 
K. 
2. . Method • 
a. Summarizes the work 
of ' the critics from 
1900 - 1912. 
b. Criticizes the same. 
3. Conclusion. 
Scott 
The unity of Homer is the 
prevailing belief. 
1921. 
1. Theory. 
"Everything fits into the 
theory of a single Homer." 
III. Summary of Evidence and Deductions the re fr·om. 
A. Summary. 
1. In the 19th century 
a. Separatist view gen-
erally accepted. 
b. Scholars divided be-
tween the "single 
ballad" and "expan-
sion" theories. 
2. In the 20th century 
a. Theories of Separatists 
overthrown by 
(1) Archaeologic a l 
(2) 
discoveries. 
Closer study 
of poems as 
poetry. 
7. 
• 
B. Deduction. 
1. Belief in one poet, Horne r, 
generally accepted • 
8. 
9. 
PART II. 
The Main Body of the The s is • 
• 
• 
The Present f)tatus 
or the 
Homeric Question 
Since the days of the Chorizont es 
(3rd century B.C.), classical schola r 's have 
devoted much time a nd t hought to the 11 Home1• ic 
Question." As the theories advanced and t he 
conclusions reached va ry with the i ndividua l 
scholar, so the definitions of the t e rm, 
"Homeric Question" a re variously put. Wilmer 
6 ave Wright in her "History of Greek Literature" 
calls it the "origin and authorship of the poems"; 
Fowler (History of Greek Lit erature) puts it in 
the form of a que stion, - "By whom, when, whe re 
and under what circumstances were t he poems com-
posed?" Harper's Classica l Dictionary elaborates 
its definition, - "the composition and original 
form of' the Homer ic poems" - by mentioning different 
phases which have been discussed , such as "whether 
they were the crea tions of one poetic genius or 
the remnant s of t he songs of many bards ; whether 
10. 
• 
their composition was organic or atomic; whether 
they can be compared with Vergil 1 s 'Aene id' and 
Milton's 'Paradise Lost' or whether t he y were 
at first only short, scattered songs grouped 
around central personages and events and gradu-
ally developed into longer poems with unity." 
Mahaffy (Classical Greek Literature), after 
admitting that all critics allow that there is 
considerable patchwork in the Iliad and that 
but a small part come s from a s i ngle author 
and that there are evidences that many independent 
lays have been incorporated in the poem, says 
that the question ha s narrowed to a definite 
issue and that the points still to be decii~d are, -
"Were these separate poems brought together before 
the plot or after it? Were they connected by a 
poet who conceived a l a rge plan,' a nd who desired to 
produce a great work on the ' Wrath of Achilles' or 
were they a mere aggregate brought together . for 
the sake of pr eserving and publishing old and 
beautiful lays, which by t he ir mere cohes ion 
formed a sort of loose , irr egular plot, and by 
their several excellence imposed a belief in 
11. 
1?., 
their unity upon an uncritic a l age?" 
.. The above definiton implies t hat t he 
Homeric Question has been int erpreted differ -
ently at different time s. To trace the his-
tory of the question is the purpo 3e of t h is 
thesis. 
From very early times, Homer 'rras considered 
the author not only of the Iliad and the Odyssey, 
but of many other poems, - "Thebai s ", "Cypria", 
"Epigoni", etc. The Alexandri~n scholars of 
the third century B.C. first declared that the 
Iliad and the Odyssey were his only genuine 
works. Toward the end of t11is c ent ury , Xenon 
and Hellanicus, because of va r ious differences 
and inconsistencies between the two poems, said 
that Homer was not the author of the Odyssey. 
' Among the differences noted by them are these, -
the messenger of Zeus is Iri s in the Iliad, but 
Hermes in the Odyssey; the wife of Hephaestus 
is one of the Charit e s in the Iliad, but Aphrodit e 
in the Odyssey; the heroe s in the Iliad do not 
eat fish; Crete has a hundred citie s according 
to the Iliad, and ninety accord i ne; to t ~1e Odyssey; 
t. 
• 
I 
TrPo rra. Po 1. Otit is used in the Iliad of place , in 
the Odyssey of time , etc. Their oo nclusion 
from such da~a, that Homer d i d not write the 
Odyssey;, caused them to be 1-cnown a s the Chori-
c. I 
zontes (at. ~wPt. f!tntr•.s ) , the Separati sts. R.C. 
Jebb in his ''Homer" (1887) thinks that this t erm 
also impli e s that they had a following,- t hat 
probably they were the mo s t prominent members 
()f a "literary s e ct" wh ich shared their view. 
The opinion of the Chor izonte s was quickly 
suppres s ed by Arist a rchus (fl. c i rca 160 B.C.), 
who seems to have been a lit erary autocrat for 
- -
his own day and lat er generations, too, since 
t h e scholiasts adopted hi s op i n ions , even when 
they r ealized, a s they tel l us, that t he arguments 
of others appeared more rea sonable . Mahaffy 
("Classica l Gr e ek Lit erature ") describes Ar istar-
chus not only as a "remar kable cri t .ical schola r", 
but also as a "Man of s t r ong per sonal ity", a ble 
to sway all tho se who came i n cont a ct with h i m. 
The existence of t he Chorizontes is known 
chiefly from the allus ions to the ir opinion in 
the scholia of Codex Venetus, or Ven. A (the 
1 ~ . 
• 
famous Ilia d of the library of St. Mark's in 
Venice). The scholium on Iliad 12;45 men-
tions a reading given by Ar i s tarchus ('~v rep 
' ' I I 
rrpo.s To =.evwvos rro..po...Sojov ) in his treatise 
against the "Paradox of Xenon". Prof. J.A. 
Scott ("Unity of Homer"; 1921) expresses the 
opinion that Aristarchus "regarded the so-called 
chorizontic argument as merely sophistic attempts 
to prove the improbable or the i~possible". It 
is difficult to say what the fate of the Chari-
zont e s would have been, if they had not been 
crushed by Aristarchus. As it was, their argu-
ments seem to have originated as an exercise in 
argmnentation and to have produced no effect on 
the ancient world. Seneca (lst cent~ry A.D.) in 
"De Brevi tate Vitae" c 1 .'3, "eiusdemne auctor is 
essent !lias et Odyssea", implies that he knew 
of the attitude of t h e Chorizontes, but seems to 
regard this questioning as a vice which characterized 
the Greeks. Lucian (2nd century A.D.), in "Vera 
Historia II", imagines that he questions Homer 
about his life a nd writings, but nowhere does he 
hint at any doubts as to t h e authorsllip of the 
14, 
• 
[liad and the Odyssey. Suidas, in his Greek 
lexicon about 1100 A.D., acQording to Jebb, is 
"still able to say that the Iliad and the Odysse~ 
are indisputed works of Homer." 
Scott ("Unity of Homer") this :3ums up t he 
work of the Chorizontes:-
"The entire lack of a ny followi ng and also 
the fact that the separatist argument s we re called 
paradoxes by Aristarchus and r eferred to by Seneca 
as an example of that Greek perversity in seeking 
absur d themes for arguing, a s wel l as the silences 
of Lucian and Longinus, convince me that the so-
called chorizontic movement of the early Alexan-
drian period was simply a piece of argumentation, 
an exercise in dialectics, and had nothing in 
common with literary criticism. Except for this 
utterly vain and ineffectual paradoxical reasoning 
of Xenon and Hc-; llanicus we he a r of no arguments 
advanced by either Greek or Lat i n writers to show 
that Homer was n ot the creator of both the Iliad 
and the Odysset." 
The beginning of the modern discussion was 
made in 1795 by Frederick August Wolf' when his 
• 
"Prolegomena ad Homerum" appe arEid at Halle. He 
was preparing an edition of Homer and careful ly 
investigated the manner in vrh i cl1 t he poems we re 
handed down in ancient times , t hat he might decide 
various questions i n regard to the text. After 
some pages devoted to the critical reading of the 
texts, he discusses the h istory of the poems fpom 
about 950-650 B.C. The four po ints which he at-
tempts to prove are :-
!. The Homeric poems we r e c omposed without 
the aid of wr iting . 
II. The poems were written down a n d r ev ised 
in the time of Peisistratus (550 B.C.) 
III. The Iliad has artistic unity and so has 
the Odyssey in a higher d egree , produced 
by artificial treatment i n a later age. 
IV. The origina l poems from which the two 
poems were put tog ethe r we r e not all by 
the same author. 
Before we discuss these points , it may be well 
to get a view of the century i n which ~olf wr ot e • 
During the e ighteenth c entury men had been swayed 
by a spirit o f classical corre ctness and t h is 
16 
• 
• 
naturally produced a powerful reaction, which 
affe c ted every field of life . The keynote of 
this reaction was Nature, - the natural condi -
tion of society, natural r e ligion, natural l aw , 
etc. In literature nature was o~-:J~) os ed to art . 
"As political writers iuag i ned a patriarchal inno-
cence pr ior to codes of l aw , so men of l ett ers 
sought in popular u nwr itten poetry the freshness 
and simplicity which were wanting in the prevailing 
styles. The blind minstrel was the counterp art of 
the noble savage," About thi s t i me t h e supposed 
pomes of Ossian were found and crea ted great enthu-
siasm for the study of e a r ly popular l~ys. Soon 
attention wa s turned to Homer . Wood ("Essay on the 
Original Genius o f Homer ", 1769) first ma intained 
that Homer composed his poems without the aid of 
writing . His book and a n earlie r one (17 35 ) by 
Blacbvell, prof essor of Greek a t Ab erde e n, on t he 
"naturalness" of Homer were translat ed into German 
and Wolf soon combine d the old and new Homer ic 
learning in his "Prolegomena ", g iv ing h i s torical 
proof tha t Homer was no mere po e t , working accord ing 
to art and rule, but a n ame which symbolized the 
17. 
• 
• 
golden age of spon taneous, natu~al poetry • 
Wolfe p~ oved h i s fir s t p o int, that the 
Homeric poems were compo sed without t h e aid of 
writing, by ext ernal and i n ternal evidence. 
Since there are no extan t inscriptions before 
the seventh c entuvy B.c., and t hese are Ve ry 
crude, therefore, a t the early dat e general ly 
assigned to the poems (1000 - 9 00 B.c.), v7Piting 
was unknown to the Gre eks. More ov a r , t h e re is 
no mention of wr i t ing in the po ems. 
R.C. Jebb ("Homer: An Int roduction to the 
Iliad and the Odyssey", 1887) r e futes this argu-
ment with t he following points:-
A. Though inscript i ons do 
date beyond the s ev enth cen-
tury B.c., it i s not to be 
supp osed that monumental 
writing p r e c eded its us e for 
other purpose s and on othe r 
materials. The crude ness 
of the writing wou l d p~ · ov e 
that they had not y e t acquired 
skill in carving jus t a s much 
as it would that they did no t 
know how to wri t e . There 
is no reason why t hey may not 
have been able to wr it e w~ll 
on softer but more p erishabl e 
mat e rials • 
B. Since the time of Wolf, we 
have l earned that the Phoe nicians, 
18 . 
• 
• 
c. 
D. 
! rom ~hom t he Gre eks ob-
tained their alphabet, 
carried on a flourishing 
trade with the Greeks by 
1100 B.C. or ev en earlier. 
The Phoenicians, according 
to Josephus, from t h e ear -
liest times had applied t he 
art of writing not only to 
the keeping of public records, 
but also to t he "business of 
daily life 11 (E:i'.s TE- ra...s rre-,.1. ro v 
/ :> (. ' ' ' . a1ov oLKotvCJ~-L a....s Ka.L -rrPos lnv 
- - ~/ / ) lwv /{OLVuJV fi:P"(uJv 7/a.PA. 6otrtV, • 
Why should a people a s quick 
as the Greeks in malcing pro-
gress take four hund r e d y e a rs 
to l earn how to wr ite? 
Other long e pic po ems 
have come down from the e i ghth 
century B.C. and ordinary 
poems probably could n ot have 
been preserved with out writing . 
Writing was used by Archilochus 
early in the seven th c entury 
and even Wolf admits that writ -
ing was occasional ly u sed by 
poets by 7 7G B.C. 
I 
The "baleful tol<:ens" (o-n M.a.,Ta.. 
),.u Yf'a..) of Iliad 6 :168 may be 
taken as refering to e ither 
alphabetical or syllabic writing . 
But even if t hey refe r t o some -
thing else, the sile nc e about 
writing in a h e roic poem is no 
proof that t he art was unknown. 
E. Herodotus, speak i ng of a 
greek i n scription, p lac es it 
many c enturies before h i s own 
time (Ta.VTc:v r7)~,L J([ nv e/(n ~v' 
Ka.Ta. A Q.·;, a v rJ v A a." ~c:. 1<o v 
1~ 
• 
• 
F. 
• 
i.e. earlier than t he mythical 
date of the Troj an War.) Hero~­
otus seems to have no doubt a bout 
the date, but makes his guess 
as a matter of course. Wr iters 
of the fifth and the fourth 
centuries B.C. imply the anti-
quity of writing; e.g. in 
Euripides' "Hippolytus" 4 51, 
the Nurse says tha t the loves 
of the gods a r e known to a ll 
who have YPa..<f>a-.s 1wv -rra.-;..o.,,rb"'v, 
which Jebb takes to mean writ-
ings, not paintings. 
The idea, a "literary use 
of writing'', needs ex_:::J lanation. 
It cannot mean a circulation 
of writing~ for a read i ng pub-
lic. No such condition existed 
before the latter · pa rt of the 
fifth century B.C. The re is 
no reason, however , vvhy anyone 
who und e rstood the Phoenician 
characte rs might not have 
written down verses; so as 
not to forget them. Even Wolf 
admits that rome men did t h is 
by 776 B.C. 
Jebb, in summing up the first point of the 
Wolfian theory, tha t the poems could not h o.v e co me 
down from early times in the ir presen t f orm, s i n ce 
the art of writing was unknown to t he Greeks and 
poems of such length could not be composed without 
writing, says t hat we must discrimina t e b e t-..,-een 
three things, - memoria l compo s ition, oral pub-
20 . 
• 
• 
lication, and oral transmi ssion ._ As to the 
first, memorial com,eo s i ~2:.£!! , :tt is not im-
possible for some ext raord i nary genius to 
have accomplished such a f eat a s composing our 
Iliad and Odyssey without writing ; as to t he 
second, oral publication, it i s certain that 
for centuries the poems we re known t o t h e 
Greeks by the recitation of separa t e ~ rts or 
lays; as to the third, ora l t r•ansmiss~'?_!!, it 
seems impossible that t hey we re handed down in 
this way, since such a method of t r a n smiss ion 
would a:Q}ply a Homer ic coll ee;e who.se rJembers 
devoted t heir lives t o t h :i. s tas l<: , as , for• exam-
ple, t he Druids did in handing down t he ir reli -
gion. This view is thoroughly inconsi stent with 
the free spirit which charact erized the Greeks 
and likewise inconsistent with t he life of the 
wandering rhaps od i sts . 
The general conclus ion, t he refore , is t hat 
we cannot prove that U1e Homeric ~o ems were not 
committ ed to writing , e ither v,rhe n they we re com-
posed, or soon aft er. Though for cePt ur i es the 
Greeks knew of the poems only t hrough the r hapso -
21. 
• 
.. 
dists, it is not inconsistent to suppose that 
the rhapsodists possessed written copies, and it 
is hard to conceive of oral transmission, when 
we consider the temperament of these wandering 
minstrels. 
When Wolf had proved to his satisfaction, 
that the Iliad and the Odyssey could not have 
been composed in their present form without 
the aid of writing , he proceded to discuss his 
second point, that the poems were written down 
in the t ime of Peisistratus (550 B.C.) and then 
revised. Before that time they were "loose 
songs." He justi f ies this conclusion first, by 
comparing them with the Cyclic poems, whose lack 
of unity proves that the Iliad and the Odyssey 
must ha-ve been of a l a t e r date; s e cond, by one or 
two indications ~of poor conn ection; and, third, 
by the doubts of ancient critics as to the genuine-
ness of certain pa rts. Besides, the voice of 
antiquity seemed to him unanimous in declaring 
that "Peisistratus fir s t committed the poems of 
Homer to writing and r e duced them to the order in 
which we now read them. 
22 • 
• 
The "voic e of antiqu.ity 11 ir.:; by no ;;1ean s 
unan i mous on thi s po int. The first anc i ent 
authority for such a statement i s t ~1 e passae;e 
from Cicero (De Orat. 3.34 ) :- "Quis cloctior 
eisdem temporibus illis, aut cuius e loqu entia 
litteris instructior fuis se t rad itur quam 
Pisistrati? qui primus Homer•i libros , confuso s 
antea, sic disposuisse dicitur, ut nunc habemus ." 
The first Greek writ e r to menti on i t is Pausanias 
(2nd century A.D.). He says that the change 
/ I from Donoessa to Gonoe ssa (~o vo E:trrT"Q... tiJ f?, vo ea-a--a.. 
Iliad II. 573) was thought to hav e been made by 
"Peisistratus or one of h i s cont empora~ i e s" when 
he coll ected the poems then i n a frae;mentary 
/ ' ;( I I ,.., oo ndi t i on. ( <5 t e: o- -rra. o- ,u.. ~ va_... Te t<. a..t. ....... ""A ...._ 
/ ::;/ ) GtJ...J.a...t:OV JA.nJkOV~IJDJN€-Y-., n&PoL~6 
According to Heraclide s Ponticus (pupil of Plato) , 
Lycurgus about 776 B.C. first brought a compl ete 
copy of the Homeric poems to Greece Proper , wh ere 
they. had been lmown before only in fragments . 
Diogenes Laertius (193 - 211 A.D.) say s tha t Solon 
(594) pas s ed a l aw tha t the poems must be recited 
with the help of a prompt er a nd t hat each rhapsod ist 
23. 
·-
• 
mu·st beg i n where t he otl1e r l of t o f f ; he al so 
argues tha t Solon did n or e t han Pe isi s t ratus i n 
mak ing Homer k n own. · Un fortunat e ly the passaee 
is corrupt, but it indicat e s, at l east, that 
in Solon's time t here were compi e t e c op i e s, wh i ch 
could be used to cont r ol r ec itations. Th e 
orators, Lycurgus (4th c entur y B.C.) a n d Isocrate s 
(436 - 3 38 B.C.), -both reliabl e authoritie s -
mention the law but do not name the a u t hor of t h e 
law. Probably, therefore, he wa s n ot known. 
The statements of Cic e Po, Pausanias and 
others, which assign some work i n co n nection with 
"t.D 
Homer,.,Peisistratus, are all made i n a bout the same 
words, a fact, which wou l d i nd i cat e a cm~'lJnon orig i n , 
probably an epigram, quot ed in two of the lives Gf 
Homer and said to have be e n insc r i bed on a statue o f 
Peisistratus in Athe ns, where Pe isist rat us say s 
of hims elf t ha t he "c olle c t e d Home r, who was 
formerly sung in f r aeme nts, f or the go l den poet v1a s 
a c itizen of ours, s i n c 3 we Atheni ans founded 
Smyrna." All the author ity, t h e n, for· t he v.rork of 
Peisistratus de pends upon on e anon ymous i nscr i ption, 
which me rely s a ys tha t Home r h ad b een recited in 
• 
• 
fragments and was made into a continuous whole by 
Peisistratus, or that he did the same as Solon, -
regula ted the recitation. Jebb sums up the 
situation well, when h e says, "Even if the story 
about Peisistratus is accepted, it does not 
d i sprove the original unity of t h e poems. When 
for aces, rhapsodies had been r•ecited singly, 
do'ub t s might have ar is en as to t h e i r p Poper> se -
quence a nd the i r r e l a tion to th e plan of the 
gre e~t e pic. It vrou lcl f~ c;t :L s f y t h o vague shape 
in which the story has reached us, if we regard 
Peisistratus as not crea ting a n e w unity, but 
as seeking to pres erve an old unity which had 
been obscured." 
Wolf's third argument was that the poems have 
artistic unity which was p r oduced by artificial 
treatment in a later age. "The Homeric poems," 
says Wolf, "show art; but is cl e ar that this art 
is, in a way, compa ratively n ear to na t u r e ; it i s 
drawn f r om a native feeling for what is right and 
beautiful; it is not derived from the formal methods 
of a school." Here we see the marks of the age ·.in 
which Wolf lived, wh en art meant "frigid convention-
25 • 
• 
• 
&l ity" but nature was "freedom , OPiGina lity, 
genius. 11 This conception of nature and art led 
to a confusion of ideas which long complicated the 
Homeric Question in Germany. To ~o1f the original 
Homeric poetry was the primitive poetry of the 
Greek people, - "the divine force and b reath of 
natural genius." Yet he says that Homer , Calli-
machus, Vergil, Nonnus and Milton are not to be 
read in the same spirit (Homerum -- - - - lee;unt 
ch XII). It is also a mistake to compare Homer 
with the primitive lays of othe r lands. They 
belong to the poetry which comes later i n t he 
intel lectual development of a people. 
The primitive poet, according to Wolf, is one 
who, "being unable to write and composing only for 
hearers, n ot readers, makes only short poems." In 
spealdng (Proleg. ch XXXI) of the "carmina", which 
co~po s e the Iliad a n d the Odyssey, he says that, 
"though separated by the distance of one or two 
centur i es , they deceive us b y a general uniformity 
and resemblance of character. All the books have 
the same tone, the same moral complexion, the same 
stamp of language and rhythm." In chapt e r XXV II 
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he says that in the Odyssey, the "admirabilis 
suwna et compages pro clarissimo monurr.ento 
Graeci i ngen i habenda est," but again in chapter 
XXVIII he ma intains that t h is " consummat~ piecing 
together" is not what we should expect from an 
early poet " sing'Ulas tantum rhapsodias decantantem." 
The unity, ther efore, did not belong to the original 
poem but was "super induced by the artificial treat-
ment of a later time. 
Wolf's fourth . point was that the · original 
poems from whi c h our Iliad a n d Odyssey have been 
put toge the r, were not all by the same author. He 
implies thi s , when, i n the passage quoted above, he 
says that the "carmina" are s eparated by one or two 
centuri e s. Still he does not deny a personal 
Homer. He oft en speaks 0f a Homer, a "commanding 
genius", who began the "weaving of the web" and 
carried it down to a certain point and, in fact, 
wove the "grea t e r part" of t he songs. (Prolegomena 
ch. XXVIII:- "Atque haec ratio eo probabilior fiet, 
si ab ipso prima auctore filum fabulae iam ali quat e nus 
deductum esse apparebit", and ch XXXI:- At nonne 
omn ibus erit rnanifestum, eos his operibus conforrnandis 
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propriam artem adhib~isse, quum demonstratum fuerit, 
in utroque non modo, quod ante ostendebam, particulas 
quasdam, sed totas rhapsodias inesse, quae Homeri 
non sunt, id est eius, a quo maior pars et priorum 
rhapsodiarum series deducta est?") He expresses 
the s a me idea more emphatically in the Preface to 
his edition of the "Iliad". "It is certain that 
alike in the Iliad and the Odyssey, the web was 
begun and the threads were carried to a certain po int 
by the poet who had first taken up the theme. -------
Perhaps it will never be possible to show, even with 
probability, the precise points at which new fila-
ments or de pendencies of the t exture b egin ; but 
this, at least, if I mistake not, will admit of 
proof, - that we must assign to Homer only the great 
part of t h e songs , and t he remainder to the Homeridae, 
who were followine: out the lines traced by him." 
The Wolfian theory, then , is simply t h is:- the 
Homeric poems we re put togethe r . about the middle of 
the sixth cen tury B.C. from short independent lays, 
handed down from early times, the most important of 
which were written by on e poet, whose ideas a n d 
plan the others followed. Succeeding Wolf came t wo 
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scholars, one of whom, Hermann, made the first poet 
more influential, a n d the other, Lachmann, made him 
less influential. 
Hermann in ''De Int erpolationibus Homeri", (18 32) 
and "De Iteratis Homeri" (1840) gave h is views on a 
po int which Wolf had left une~plained,- viz, why 
the lat e r poets h ad continued the work begun by 
the "first and chief poet" only within such narrow 
limitationst Because, said Hermann,"the great 
primitive poet (Homer) had not simply carried a web 
down to a certain point . Rather, mak ing use of 
earlier mat erials, he had produced the original 
sketch of ou r Iliid and the original sketch of our 
Odyssey (Ur-Ilias, Ur-Odyssee)". Later poets 
completed h is design and were thus limited in the ir 
scope . 
Like Wolf, Hermann conside r ed each of these 
poems short. The poets who came aft e r Homer down 
to t he Cyclic poets (800 B.C.) added to the original 
in three ways: -
I • They added passages imitated from Homer. 
Cf the opening verses of Iliad 8 • 
II. They expanded passages,- the battle of 
the gods in Iliad 21 was an expansion 
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III. 
of Iliad 20: 56-74 • 
They retouched the poen1s. The 
title of t he book implies the 
latter for the Latin "interpolatio" 
means "furbishing up". 
,, 
Lachmann in his "Betrachtungen uber die !lias" 
(18~7 and 1841) minimized the importance of the 
"first and chief poet". He divided the Iliad into 
sixteen separate lays, each more or less indepen-
dent in spirit, though he does not make it clear 
whether they are to be ascribed to sixteen dif-
ferent authors. These lays, after various en-
largements and int e rpolations, were all fi na lly 
reduced to order by Peisistratus. Such a theory 
naturally lessens the influence any O!le poet has 
had u pon the generQl plan and unity of the poems . 
About 1852, G. W. Nitzsch , a cont emporary of 
Lachmann and Hermann, who represents the first 
reaction against the Vlo lfian t h eory , came forward 
with a new conception. Homer was not the prim-
itive bard of the simple lay, but, belonging to a 
later g eneration , h e moulded the short lays into 
an e pic • "He is the founder of e~opee". "By 
Homer", says Nitzsch, "I understan d the man who 
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made a g reat advance from t h e va rious smaller 
songs by older bards, whic h treat of the Trojan 
War, a nd shaped t h e Iliad,- whic!-: previously had 
dealt only with the 'counsel of Zeus' into our 
Iliad on the '~rath of Achilles'. In this poem, 
I fancy that much from older s ongs was retained. 
The Odyssey was t h e ~ork, perhaps, of the same 
poet, old sources beine; used in a similar way." 
In the opinion of Nitz s ch, then, Homer was a 
very ancient poet, who began a new epoch by com-
bining a number of short lays a b out Troy into a 
large epic on the wrath of Achilles. Minor chanc es 
may have been made later, but "our Iliad, mainly the 
work of one man, an~ our Odyssey, perhaps by the 
same author, had taken substantially their present 
shape earlier t han 8011 B.C. 11 
Grote (1854) accepted Nitzsch's view in general, 
but went farther and said that our Iliad has outgrown 
the original plan. That, as s~ated in Iliad I, was 
a poem on the "Wrath of Achilles"; it might be called 
an a chil l eid • Anothe r poe t or poets con c e ived the 
idea of enlarging it to be a poem on the whole Trojan 
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War, in other words an Iliad. Entire lays were 
added, whi ch have little or no : connection with the 
original theme. 
Grote believed that the original Achilleid 
consisted of Books 1, 8, and 11-22 inclusive, end-
ing wi t ·h the slaying . of Hector by Achilles. Books 
2-7 inclusive, 9, · 10, 23 and 24 were added to make 
the Acbilleid into an Iliad. They are a "splendid 
picture of the Trojan War"; but the consequences 
of the wrath of Achilles do not appear until the 
eighth book. In Book I Zeus promises Thetis to 
punish the Greeks for their insult to Achilles, 
but the fulfillment of that promise is long delayed. 
In Book IX the Greeks show profound humiliation 
before Achilles, but he spurns them. The author 
of Book XVI 52-87, where Achilles speaks as if no 
such embassy had come to him, could not have been 
familiar with Book IX. Book X (the night expedi-
tion of Odysseus and Diomede) does not affect the 
relations of Achilles and Agamemnon and therefore 
belongs to an Iliad, not an Achilleid. Book XXIII, 
the funeral games for Patroclus, and Book XXIV, the 
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ransom of Hector, may have formed part of the 
o r i g ina l poem, but a re probably later additions. 
Jebb, voicing the opinion current thirty-five 
years ago, thinks that Grote's arguments against 
the several non-Achillean books have very diffe rent 
degrees of force. It is in regard to Book VIII 
tha t Gr ote's theory is most decidedly at fault. 
He make s it a part of his original Achilleid, but 
it stands in the most intimate poetica l connection 
with Book IX, since the reverses in Book VIII lead 
to the embassy in IX. Jebb also deduces from the 
repetitions in Book VIII that it must pe of later 
origin. Scott (1921) draws quite the opposite 
conclusion from the same data. 
Grote thought that the books which he rejecte d, 
"comprehended some o f the noblest efforts of the 
Grecian epic." He believed, too, that they were of 
practically the same d a te as the Achilleid i.e. they 
belonged to t he same generation. The Odyssey, in 
his opinion, was the work of one poet, - not the 
s ame poet, but "coeval with him" and both lived 
before t he first Olympiad (776 B.c.) 
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Geddes (1878) accepted Grote's theory of an 
Achilleid, but maintained that the non-Ach1llean 
books of the Iliad were composed by "a later poet, 
the author of the Odyssey" who "engrafted on an 
ancient poem, the Achilleid, splendid and vigorous 
saplings of his own, transforming it and enlarging 
it into an Iliad, but an Iliad in which the engraf -
ing is not absolutely complete, where the sutures 
are still visible~" To him the "kinship" between the 
Odyssey and the n on-Achillean books appears in the 
following:-
I. the mode of presenting 
Odysseus, Helen and 
Hector. 
II. the aspects of the r, ods 
and their worship. 
III. the ethical purpose. 
IV. local marks of origin,-
the traces of an Ionian 
origin, common only to 
the Odyssey and the 
non-Achillean books of 
the Iliad. 
Though Jebb accepts Geddes' theory as 
the poems, he is not sure whether the 
to the "t ime l" of 
characteristic 
i-
traits, mentioned above, indicate one poet or many,, 
I 
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but concludes that "the work of Geddes will always 
rank as an able and original contribution to the 
question." 
Christ, in his Prolegomena (1884) asserted 
that a great poet, Homer, composed epic lays, each 
a unit in itself, but "connected by an organic plan." 
This original Iliad consisted of the following lays:-
I. 
II. 
III. 
IV. 
v. 
the quarrel of Agamem-
non and Achilles. 
(Book I: 1-305) 
the resolve of Zeus to 
avenge Achilles. 
(Book I: 306-end) 
the exploits of Agamem-
non , his wounding and 
the rout of the Greeks. 
(Book XI: 1-595) 
the sally of Patroclus 
to help the Greeks and 
his slaying by Hector. 
(Books XVI and XVII) 
the return of Achilles 
to the war, his routing 
of the Trojans, and his 
slaying of Hector. 
(Bool(s XVIII - XXII, ex-
cepting some interpola-
tions) 
This poem, an organic whole, was amplified in many 
ways by its author Homer and by poets, called Homeria-
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ae by Christ, t o whom he had intrusted "the keeping, 
reciting, and publishing of his poems." 
Christ found four groups of additions:-
A. Books II-V, omitting the 
catalog ~f ships in Book 
II, - inserted to please 
Aeolians and Ionians by 
singing the praises of 
their ancestors. 
B. Books V and VI,- Sarpedon 
and Glaucus episodes and 
the par ting of Hector and 
Andromache. 
Books XII, XIII, XIV (part) 
and XV, - the storming of 
the wall about t he Greek 
ships; the temporary suc-
cess of t he Greeks while 
Zeus sleeps; the renewed 
success of the T~ojans 
when Zeus awakes. 
C~ Books VII-IX, XI (596 -), 
XIX (to 356), XXIII (-256) 
and XXIV, - which include the 
truce for the burial of the 
dead, the building of the 
wall about the Greek ships, 
the battle, the embassy to 
Achilles, the reconciliation 
of Achilles, the burial of 
Patroclus and the ransom of 
Hector. (These book~ were 
probably by another poet.) 
Christ thought that the Iliad, thu s enlarged was 
completed before ano B.C. and t hat not more than 
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four poets, including Homer had contributed to its 
making. 
D. Books IX (Phoe nix story), 
X (the Doloneia), XVIII 
(the making of the armor), 
XX: 75-352 (the fight be-
tween Achilles and Aeneas) 
and minor additions by later 
rhapsodes, e.g. the catalog 
of ships Book II. These 
additions were made in the 
eighth to seventh centuries 
B.C. 
Christ held that there were forty lays in the 
Iliad, which;_natu~ally fol l owed each other in the 
order in which they are found, though composed at 
diffe rent times. These sepa rate lays, as such, were 
committed to writing before the time of _Peisistratus, 
but the latter first had them written down as an or-
ganic whole. Christ followed the views held by 
Hermann, but helped to strengthen the ronclusion that 
the Iliad is an enlargement of an epic, followins th~ 
great but simple plan laid down by the original poet. 
The most prominent critics from Wolf through 
ehrist had devoted t h emselves to t h e analysis of the 
Iliad, but in 1859, one scholar, Kirchoff applied the 
tests of unity to the Odyssey a nd published the "most 
elaborate a n d ingenious view" which had yet been put 
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forward,- viz. that t here was a v e ry old poem the 
"Return of Odysseus", which described t h e adventures 
of Odysseus on hi s homewar d voyage t o h i s l and i ng in 
Ithaca c orre spond ing roughly to Books V, VI, VII (the 
large r part), IX, XI (the larger part ) and XIII (to 
v. 184). It wa s not a folk-song, but an ep~c, probab-
ly written whe n ep ic p oe try was well matured. 
Later, but before son B.C., another poet composed 
a seque l to the "Return", telline; what happened aft e r 
Odysseus r e turned to Itha ca. This s equel includes 
Books XIII, v. 185 - XXIII v. 296 inclusive, except 
Book XV. The author of this u s ed a number of popu-
lar epic lays and blended t hem so well that we cannot 
separate the original lays, but al l owed many contra-
dictions and inequalities to remain. Kirchoff thought 
that the sequel and old "Return" had never existed 
apart from each other and he calle this the "older 
redaction of the Odyssey." 
Then, about 660 B.C., a third poet incorporated 
other lays of the same group. He added the following:-
I. Beales I - IV and .XV, -
the adventures of Tele-
machus. 
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II. Books VIII, X and XII,-
the adventures of Odysseus. 
III. Books XXIII v. 297 - and 
XXIV, - the events after 
the murd e r of the suitors. 
Thi s ~later redaction", with the exception of 
slight interpolations, is our Odyssey. 
Kirchoff set fo r th these arguments partly as 
a commentary on the text and partly in short essays. 
Jebb feels tha t ~ven those, who cannot accept his . 
theory in detail, admit tha t he has proved two gen-
eral propositi ons:-
A. That the Odyssey contains 
"distinct strata of poe t-
ical ma terial, from dif-
ferent sources and pe r iods." 
B. That the poem "owes its 
present unity of form to one 
man", but t he re are traces 
of interpo la tions by later 
hands. 
In 188 7 , the year in which Jebb had traced the 
hist ,)ry of the "Homeric Que s t ion" up to thi s point, 
i.e. from Wolf throu~h Kirchoff, Carl Rothe, in his 
yearly report on the "Homeric Question" "turned 
decidedly against the conception which was at that 
time the ruling one, namely tha t the Iliad and the 
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Odyssey are the work of a mo r e or less mechanical 
activity." He felt that "neither the 'short . ballad' 
theory, nor the 'expansion' theory satisfied; the 
first could not explain the unquestionable, existing 
unity in the poems, the s e cond is not convincing since 
no one has yet succeeded in picking out with any prob-
ability a 'kernel', -a thing which would have to be 
possible, if t here were s u ch an outcome of the devel-
opment. For this r e ason one must admit a poet, rather 
than a creator." Rothe was at least ten years ahead 
o f his time. In 1897, R~bt. Thomas D. Seymour of 
Yale, in a lecture delivered at t h e University of 
Chicago said that h e knew of no cOmpetent scholar who 
believed in the unity of Homer. In the article on 
"Homer" in Harpe r's Classical Dictionary (1896) we 
read, "Probably no one who has a rie;ht to an opinion 
on the subject now holds to the unity of the poems." 
Even after another decade had l)as sed, Wilmer Cave 
Wright in her "History of Greek Literature" tells us, 
"Time has repressed the Unitarian and all scholars are 
now Separatists." Rothe, however, continued his in-
vestigations and writing and in 1912 could rejoice 
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that "leirned scholars, of most varied view-points, 
for the mos t part independent of his investigations, 
had arrived a t t h e same conc lu s ion." 
The question naturally ari s es,- "What has caused 
this change?" Rothe answer s this in "Der augenblick-
liche Stand der homerischen Frage" (1912) when he says 
tha t thi s change first became pos s ible t h r ough the ar-
rival of an entirely new sphe re of inves tigat ion, -
the excavation of the Homeric _sites and the discov~ry 
of a pre-Homeric civilization. Rothe cautions us, 
however, that "these investigations have nothing at 
all to do with the 'Composition' of the poems; t hey 
furnish knowledge of the material, the building stones, 
which were employed in the c on s tructi on of the Homeric 
poems , but give no particulars at all of the a rt of 
building, i.e. the Compositi on." New phases of the 
que s tion have, therefore, been con s id e red, such as, -
Which civilization does Homer portray? How much have 
the Phoenicians , Babylonians, Egyptians etc contributed 
to the wor ld civilization whi ch has come down to us in 
the Homeric poems? Has Homer pain ted actual facts? 
How shall we reconstruct the geography? etc. 
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During t he latt e r ~ rt o f the nineteenth 
cen tury, t h e skeptics had not only elimina ted Homer 
f r om t he Iliad a nd the Ody s s e y , but had deni ed t he 
posaib i l i ty of a city, Troy. I n 18 70, He i nr i ch 
Sch liemann , a Ge rman merchan t , who at mi dd le ags 
had amassed a fortune, learned Greek t ha t he mi ght 
read Homer i ri t h e or i g i n a l and ca r r y ou t a ch i ld-
ish dream of p :·' oving t hat t he v7 a lls of Troy, about 
which his father had to ld h i m, w~ re r eal. ~ith 
Homer, as h i s guide , in spite of diff icult i es and 
the ridicule of the classicists, he found a city 
on the very spot t ha t Homer d e s c r i bed a'l.d on e 
wh i ch c o r responds to Homer' s de scriptions. Simi-
lar excavations at Mycenae a nd Tiryns proved the 
existence of a pre~Homeric as wel l as a Homeric 
civilization. The critics of Schliemann's day 
were not convinced, but his work has since borne 
fruit, until today most scholars believe that 
Schliemann found the site of the real Troy. Dr. 
Walt e r Leaf, one of the stronge st believers tha t 
topographica l contradiction s ma de the unity of the 
Iliad impossible, went to Troy and compa red t h e 
words of the poem with the actual conditions. 
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Then he could write (Troy, A Study in Homeric 
Geography):- "One thing , at l east, has passed 
from me beyond all d oubt: the p o e t h a s put into 
living words a tradition founded on real fight-
ing in this very place." 11 It is a 
remarkable fact that, so far as I can judge , no 
case of local inconsistency, not a sing le ana-
topism, can b e brought home to the Iliad." 
In 1912, Rothe in "De r aue;enblick liche Stand 
der homerischen Fr age" gave a v e ry scholarly swn-
mary and estimate df the pr incipal a rticles and 
books written from 1900 - 1912. The g eneral 
tre nd of t he d is cus s ion d iff e r s f rom that bf the 
earlier critics and falls under two heads:-
I. General Discussion,- in-
cluding 
A. Geography or 
Locality of the 
Action. 
B. Civilization and 
Tine o f Ac ti on. 
c. Tr a d iti on and 
the Poet. 
II. The Composition of the Poems. 
The question of g eography is larg ely conc e rned 
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with the wand e rings o£ Odyss eus. The criti c s, 
h owever, cannot agree as to the identity and 
modern na~es of islands and lands mentioned by 
Homer, e.g. as to whethe r Leukas is an island or 
a peninsula and whether Leukas or Ithaca was the 
home of Odysseus. Champault thinks that Homer 
had very exact knowledge of the locality which he 
pictures. He even believe.s that Homer had been 
to the land of the Phaeacians and enjoyed a 
guest-friendship there. Ruter says, "Homer was 
undoubtedly a widely traveled man and it is wholly 
oonceivable that he had seen the islands on the 
west coast of Greece." Though much of the dis-
cussion seems hardly worth while, it implies a 
belief in a personal Homer. Champault, for ex-
ample, became a defender of the unity of the poems 
and little inclined to admit interpolations. 
From the evidence presented i n rega rd to the 
"Civilization and the Time of Action", with the 
exception of Murray's view that it received its 
form under Peisistratus, the consensus of opinion 
is tha t Homer described a civilization which 
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exiSted before hi s d uy, wh i ch was 850 to 800 B .C • 
ac cor d ing to Herodotus who lived from 484 to 425 
B.C. and put Homer fovr hundred y ear s earlier. 
Rothe thinks the poems could hardly have sur-
vived if composed in the Mycenaean Ag e, because they 
could not have "outlasted all the storms of foreign 
invasion, of an age, which was truly hardly suited 
for the preservation of work s of art." The lux-
ury mentioned in the Odyssey presupposed peace. 
Pecz ("Die Tropen der Ilias und Odyssee~) agrees 
with Rothe in rega rd t o the last statement, for 
after making a study of the metaphors in the two 
poems, he finds those taken from war unimportant 
and concludes, by analogy with the t ·:r-a gic poets, 
that they were written in time of peace, i.e. later 
t .han the events described. Pohlmann ("Aus Altertum 
und Gegenwa rt") advances the theory that the era is 
the Hellenic Middle Ages, in which there were great 
diffe rences in rank, possessions and manner of liv-
ing. These writers, too, lean toward the unity 
of the poems • 
The Separa tists had laid great stress on the 
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fact that the poems were made up of earlier lays. 
Quotations f r om a few of the authors whom Rothe has 
grouped under "Tradition and the Poet" will suffice 
to prove the- change of opinion. John Meyer ("Werden 
und Leben des Volksepos") says, "The creation of 
a whole epic poem, though it cannot be thought of 
without lone; and manifotd literary tradition, is 
an artistic feat of the individual, which is 
brought about by the genius in the artist and by 
conscious effort." Chamberlain ("Die Grundlagen 
des neunzehnten Jahrhunderts") writes, "That one 
could doubt the e xisten ce of the poet .Homer will 
give later generations no very favorable concep-
tion of the intellectual acuten ess of our age." 
Maasz , (Die Person Homers) declares that "Homer 
was a re al P?rSonality and Smyrna was his birth-
place". (He proves this point by the exact 
knowledge of Smyrna and the surrounding region 
shown in the poem. Scott, "The Unity of Homer", 
also makes much of this point.) Pasteris ("J. 
Miti Inferni in Omero e la questione omerica") 
asks what the poet owes to folk-lore, literary 
45 • 
• 
t ·radition and hi s own inventi on. He shows that 
Dante in his "Divine Comedy" borr owed from Vergil's 
"Aeneid", while the latter was dee ply indebted to 
Homer. Both used the ideas of the people and 
added to them their own. Homer, too, inherited 
from popular belief and lit e rary tradition and 
built upon these his own pr·oduction. Scheffel sums 
up the situation well, wh~n he says, "The worst 
thing is: that with all too many of t h e scholars, 
there is too little feeling for this, - t hat we 
are dealing with poetry and poetry is unthinkable 
without a poet. And, moreover, this poet is not 
only t h e oldest of those who have survived, but the 
most alive, the freshest a nd the most indestructible." 
Among t h ose cited by Rothe whos e writing s may 
be classed under the head, "The Composition of the 
Poems", Laurand, Lillge, Festa, Mackail, Scott and 
Shewan speak for the unity, Cauer and v. Wilamowitz, 
against it. We n eed say no more in regard to t h e 
opinion of the latter that to quote Rothe, "The 
science moves steadily forward; he who goes not 
with it, stays behind." 
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The following evidence is submitted to prove 
that the poems are the work of a poet, not a 
compiler:- · 
I. Laurand ("Pro6r~s et Recul 
de la Critique") tells us 
that the question Daised by 
Wolf led to a general testing 
of the genuine and counter-
feit in literature. Au-
thors of widely separated 
times were examined as to 
content and thought, as 
well as grammatical form. 
Statements, style, etc. of 
famous prose writers were 
very different in the single 
period of a life, e.g. Wolf 
said Cicero did not write 
"Pro Marcello". Today no 
one denies it. Rothe had 
previously proved not only 
that "contra dictions and 
inequalities exist in German 
masterpieces, but that the 
style of 'Der Raube~~ differs 
more from t hat of 'Wallen-
stein', or Goethe's Gotz from 
his 'Iphigenia' than any songs 
of Homer do from each other." 
"The necessary reaction has 
not failed to appe ar in the 
case of Homer," says Laurand. 
II. Festa begins his "Dalla 
questione omerica all poeta 
Omero" with t he se words:-
"People seem pretty unani-
mous on the principle of 
considering the Iliad an 
artist-ic production" and 
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III. 
continues by saying that 
between folk-songs, col-
lections and native ep ics 
welded t oge t her, and the 
Homeric poems ther e yawns 
an abyss wh i c h only a 
genius can bridge. For 
that . r e ason , men, even in 
Germany , "the classic land 
of dissection," are demand-
ing that critics turn back 
to t he s tudy of the Ili~d 
as an artistic production. 
Fe sta in "Romero" refutes 
the argument of the Separa-
tists tha t the mingling of 
dialects in Home~ proves its 
lack of unity. He advances 
a new theory which Rothe 
thinks will shed light on a 
difficult problem. "Every 
speech", s ays Fasta, "appears 
inl itera ture for the first 
time as a mixed dialect." As 
proof, he quotes Dante's "Di-
vine Comedy". Tuscan pre-
vails, but Lombard, Neapolitan 
and Latin fo rms appear for the 
sake of t he meter, - cf the 
following entirely different 
forms of the s a s e word :- "cada 
a nd caggia ; h o a nd habbo ; saria 
and saribbe; avria, averia, 
abribbe; egli, elli, and ello". 
IV. Shewan ("The Lay of Dolon" 
and "Rec e nt Home ric Li t e rature") 
thinks tha t "disintegrating 
criticism has furnished no 
sure proofs and archae ology, 
the s ci ence of t he spad e , has 
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done nothing for t he a r-
tistic form of the poem~ 
- - - - - - - - - - but, 
if one approaches the 
poems without pr ejudice 
and·.iwithout the convic-
tion that they are a 
conglomeration of many 
ages, one finds, in gen-
eral, uniformity of cul-
ture ~Though new questions 
are continually arising, 
uthe conviction that in the 
Iliad and the Odyssey we 
have to do with the crea-
tion of a real poet, has 
today become the prevail-
ing one." 
Rothe made several references to articles by 
J.A. Scott, which I have purposely omit t ed here, 
because I wish to give a more detailed report of 
his book, "The Unity of Homer", the latest impor-
tant work in this field, which appeared in 1921. 
As the title of his book . implies, Scott 
believes in a poet, Homer, who composed the Iliad 
and the Odyssey. He bases his right to his 
Unitarian views on the following:-
I. The san6tion of ancient 
writers. 
II. Linguistic arguments • 
III. Information gained through 
Archaeology. 
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'IV. Refutation of supposed 
contradictions. 
v. Homer's ability to in~ 
dividualize character. 
VI. Similarities of the 
Iliad and the Odyssey. 
Scott's fir~t reason for considering Homer 
' the author of t he Iliad and the Odyssey is because 
all the writers of antiquity admired and quoted 
Homer. Plato regarded him as the greatest of 
poets and quoted him more than a hundred times. 
Aristotle thought him the "perfect example of 
taste, invention and execution 11 • Quintilian 
said that Homer was to be approached by none 
and that it was a mark of ability to be able to 
appreciate him (X 1, ~n). Horace r e f e r s to 
Homer as one 11 qui nil molitur inepte". It is 
also a proof of his popularity that among the 
papyrus fragments found in Egypt, two hundred 
seventy of four hundred seventy are from Homer. 
In the second place, one of the strongest 
of the disintegrating arguments of the followers 
of Wolf was based on internal evidence. 
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shows very conc lus ive ly tha t the f acts, on which 
the proofs were based, were incorrect. The 
arglliu ent often used to prove tha t c e rtain books 
of the Iliad and l the Odyssey beloneed to the 
same period, -a period whi ch was later .than 
that of othe r books of the Iliad, was the 
vocabulary test. The Doloneia (Iliad, Bool{ X) 
was said to con tain seventeen words found in 
this book and i n ·n o other book of the Iliad, but 
in the Odyssey. Scott applied the same test to 
other books a n d found that each book of the 
"original Iliad" contained twice as many Odyssean 
words as book X and seventeen books had more than 
book X. "Each book of the Odys s ey has certain 
words found only in that book a n d in the Iliad, 
each book of the Iliad has certain words found 
only in t hat book and in the Odyssey. Each book 
of t h e Iliad has its own peculiar relations with 
the Odyssey, each book of the Odyssey has its own 
pe culiar relations with t h e Iliad, so that the 
argument which assigns the DolonElda to the poet 
o f the Odyssey assigns each book of the Iliad to 
52. 
• 
• 
that poet an~ in turn, each book of the Odyssey 
to the poet of the Iliad." In as convincing a way 
he shows that the statistics and conclusions of 
the "Separatists 11 in regard to t h e use of abs't:.~ 
nouns, the definite article, ·t he perfect in~' and 
the use of patronymics were false. 
The assumed diffe rences in language were s~p-
posed to be supported by the assumption of differ-
ences in geography, topography, chronology, customs, 
religion and g overnment. The excavations of 
Schliemann at Troy and Mycenae proved that instead 
of being untrue, the Homeric poems were true in the 
following points:-
A. The topography of Troy. 
B. the epithets applied to 
Mycenae, e.g. "rich in 
gold." 
C. description of customs 
and weapons. e.g. K 73 
mentions a razor. This 
was considered a proof 
of a later interpolation 
until one was found in 
in a tomb at Mycenae. 
D. descriptionrof palaces-
Homer's descriptions are 
in keeping with the 
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foundations a nd ruins 
revealed by the archae-
ologists. 
Scott sums up hi s arguments on this third 
point thus:- "Homeric scholars are heavily in 
debt to the work of our g r eat archaeolog ists, 
whose discove ries have so completely demolished 
many of the most vaunted proofs of the disinte-
gratcilrs. Not a single discovery at Troy, 
Tiryns, Mycenae or elsewhere has vindicated one 
of all their ma ny as s ertions. Without the ~reat 
finds in the realm of Priam and of Agamemnon, it 
would have been impossible to convince honest 
doubt e rs of t h e historica l reality of Troy or of 
the greatness of Mycenae, and to reestablish the 
belief that the Trojan War was something more than 
fancy. Had Schliemann accepted t h e universally 
triumphant beliefs of hi s day and doubted the 
unity and reliability of the Iliad, Troy mig ht 
never have been discove red, a~d lovers of Homer 
could hardly have dared to believe in Homeric 
unity ------------------ This complet e change of 
a ttitude on t h e part of unprejudiced investigators 
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is due to the fact that a few years ago scholars 
wearied of their efforts to build a worthy 
structure out of the as s umptions of the higher 
critics and in their weariness turned once more 
to t h e study of Homer." 
All the critics of Homer, .no matter how much 
they disagreed on other points, agreed that there 
were inconsistencies and contradictions in the 
poems, which made unity of plan and authorship 
impossible. Scott, in his fourth point, shows 
that the inconsisten cies are of t h ree kinds, which 
can all b e explained:-
l. actual inconsistencies,-
due to lapse of memory on 
the part of t h e poet. 
2. assumed inconsistencies,-
due to failure of critics 
to properly translate or 
understand the poem. 
3. inconsistencies arising 
from a changed purpose on 
the part of the poet or 
from a shifting point of 
view of the actors, i.e. 
"Devices of temporary 
expediency." 
Mahaffy ( 11 IUsto:ry of Greek Literature" I 83) 
says, 11 The f ac t that the same heroes are killed t wo 
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o r t h ree times ov a r may pass as unimportant." 
The re i s only one such slip in Homer, where 
Pylaemen es, king of the Paphlagonians is killed 
in E 576 and late r in N 658 mourns t h e death of 
his son. The po e t evidently foreot, but the 
plot do e s n ot depend on Pylaemenes. The bards 
must have known about this, but no one changed it, 
s o t h i s is a proof of the ir fidelity in preserving 
t h e text. 
Such mistak es occur in modern books. Thack efl;;ty 
in "The Newcomes" ha s one prominent charact e r die, 
then he come s back to life and takes pa rt in the rest 
of t l1e story. Cervant es in "Don Quix ote" commits 
similar mistake s only a few page s apart. In ancient 
times Vereil, in the same bo ok, has the wooden h orse 
made of fir, maple, a n d oak. . It would not be 
difficult to multiply examples of such contradic-
tions in ma st e rpieces of undoubted unity. 
The s e cond class, due to t h e mi s takes of the 
critics in translati on, is unlimited. Scott proves 
the i gnoran ce a nd inaccuracies of the scholars here, 
a s easily as he did t h eir mi s tak es in counting the 
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Odyssean words. 
The third class, due to t h e manner in which 
the poetry was presented, Scott lists as "devices 
of temporary expediency". The idea goes back to 
Aristarchus, but was first effectively used by 
Rothe (1891) and is considered by Scott "one of 
the ch·ief reasons for the reestablishment of the 
belief in the unity of Homer". Rothe holds that 
the poetry of Homer is not complicated and involved, 
but simpl e and carried by a single thread. Each 
scene is planned for its own sake. the poet, for 
instan ce, wished to give a picture of private and 
domestic life a nd wrote the partine; of Hector and 
Andromache . Hector, t h e refore, leaves t h e field 
at a critical moment, to urge t hat sacrifices be 
offered to .'\.t :1ena. Any common soldier could h a ve 
performed the latter task , only Hector the former. 
After provine t hat the sup_Josed incons isten cies 
are no b ar to the unity or the .. ·poems, Scott answeps 
an obj ect ion of Murray in "The Rise o f the Greek 
Epic". Murray contends that since the ILiad con-
tains fifteen thousand lines, it would take twenty 
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to twenty-four hours to recite it. "No audience 
would endure it, no bard could perform it, at one 
stretch. And it is especially constructed so as 
not to fall apart into l engths. It is all one,-
at least so far as its composers could make it so." 
Scott easily overrules thi s objection, by citing 
Prof. Drerup who dis c ove red that a skilled reciter 
could pronounce five hundred verses in an hour and 
then reread the Iliad with this in mind and found 
that the poem divi t es itself into groups of one 
thousand lines, each having a b eg inning, a middle, 
and an end. Scott, t herefore, concludes his 
refutation of the appa rent contradictior~ by saying 
that they will disappear, if one keeps in mind, fir s t, 
that the poems were intended to be read in portions 
of one thousand lines each, and second, that the 
bard, without t h e help of stage-setting or back-
ground, had to concentrate the attention on the 
scene he was presenting. 
As direct proof that the poems were conceived as 
units and did not originate by a comp ilation of in-
dependent songs, Sc~tt shows that people are not 
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i n troduced or -described twice. When gods assume 
the form of men, the men are always described, 
unless they have acted and been described pre_ 
Scott shows his love for Homer and his appre-
ciation of his poetry in his fifth claim to unity, -
Homer's ability to individualize char acter. "Homer 
is universally allowed to have had the greatest 
invention of any writer whatever", says Pope in his 
Preface to his translation of the Iliad. No poet, 
unless it be Shakspere, has given the world so many 
outstand ing men and women, - not _types, but human 
beings, each living hi s own life, both good and bad, 
weak and strong. Who does not know Helen, Penelope, 
Andromache, Nestor, Achilles, Patroclus, Odysseus, 
Hector , etc.? Just as true t o life are the minor 
charact ers, the swineherd Eumaeus , th(~ nurse Eurycle ia, 
or the Cyclpps. This delineation of character, sim-
ilar throughout the poems, proves to Scbtt that it 
was conceived by one master-genius, for no two writers 
can see characters in the same way. Schiller and 
Goethe were men of genius a nd knew each other intimately. 
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Schiller had outlined to hi s friend all the details 
of t he plot of a play, which h e did not live to 
finish. Goethe tri ed to complete the pla y, but 
gave u :; t he task, because he could not successfully 
imitate hiS •friend. To the question,who gave this 
unity of character and action to the poems of Homer, 
Scott feels and proves to h is reade rs that there is 
but one answer:- ''The unity of character which per-
vades the poetry of Homer must be due to the fact 
that each actor sprang fr om a single brain, a brain 
which p ictured each individual with such vividness, 
and such distinctness that incongruity and contra-
dictions were impossible. These clear and distinot 
outlines are the creation of a single mind; they are 
not a composite picture by several masters. In all 
composite pictures the centers a~ e fairly distinct, 
the edges are b l urred and confused. It is the clear-
ness of t h e edges which pr oves the unity of Homer." 
As the last of his reasons, Scott points out the 
similarities be t ween the Iliad and the Odyssey in 
language, structure, s tyle, a nd dramatic and poetic 
qualities:-
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A. The language shows that 
there must have been 
poets before Homer, who 
gave him a language suited 
to a difficult meter and to 
the theme of his grea t poems. 
B. The interval between the two 
poems cannot have been very 
great, because the Greeks 
were not content with any 
style of litera ture long. 
At the end of the sixth 
century lyric poetry was 
the prevailing form; at the 
end of the fifth, dramatic 
poetry, especially tragedy; 
and in another century com-
edy, philosophy and oratory 
were flourishing. 
c. The Greek desire for glory 
makes it hard to believe 
that a poet who could writ~ 
such a scen e as the parting 
of Hector and Andromache 
· would be willing to lose the 
credit for doing so. It is 
not at all like the self-
conscious Greeks. 
D. Though it is difficult to tell 
how deeply Homer was indebted 
to earlier poets, there are 
certa in traits which character-
ize his poems and no others:-
1. The time covered by 
each i ~ short. The 
events in the Iliad oc-
cur within seven weeks 
and there are only four 
days 6f actual fighting; 
the action of the Odyssey 
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takes about forty days, 
and twenty-one of these 
are accorded only two 
v e rses, so t hat the 
principle action covers 
abou t twenty days. This 
is true of no other great 
epic (c~ Vergil's '~eneid" 
and Milton's "Paradise 
Lost".) 
2. They are the on ly 
e a rly epics to have the 
theme expressed in one 
word, and tha t the first 
of the poem, - J.L ii'v L v 
in the Iliad, czv<ff'a. in 
the Odyssey. Vergil 
and Milton imitate this~ 
( Cf .. "Arma Virumque Cano", 
and "Of man's first dis-
obedi ence".) 
3. Both are dramatic. 
A littl e ove r half of each 
poem is direct speech. 
Many par ts could be ea~ily 
adapted for stag e produc-
tion. Charact e rs reveal 
themse l v es from their own 
speeche s , not from what 
the poet says abo <lt them. 
The crisis is often with-
held and suspense prolonged 
in c a ses of great excite-
ment. The climax does 
not come at the end in 
eithe r, but in the twenty-
second book:- in the Iliad, 
the death of Hector; in the 
Odyssey, the d eath of the 
suitors • 
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E. The poets of the age or 
Peisistratus,- the time when 
the Separat i sts think the 
poems were compiled - Were 
writ Ars of short songs. 
The Homeric poems are composed 
on a massive scale. They a re 
mapped out on a huge canvass. 
They are unlike anything else 
in Greek literature and are 
"absolutely foreign to the 
poetic impulses of the sixth 
century". 
Scott, therefore., bids us "hear the conclusion 
of t he whole matter",- "Everything fits into the theory 
of a single Homer:- the civilization, t:fihe language, the 
gods, the outlines, the marks of genius; and all these 
are supported by the unanimous verdict of the best 
poets a~d the greatest critics of twenty-five hundred 
years." 
Frank Cole Babbit of Trinity College in a review 
of Prof. Scott's book in "The Classical Journal" for 
May, 1922, says, that it . is the "ardent plea of a 
lawyer rather than the judicial conc l usions of a 
scholar" and adds that t h is is partly explained by the 
fact that it was originally composed for oral presen-
tat ion • He concludes, however, that "all lovers of 
Homer owe Prof. Scott a large debt of gratitude for 
having, by means of his explosives, dispelled the 
63 • 
• 
• 
clouds of misty crit i cL3m wh i ch have hung about the 
Homeric poems and for letting us once mor e rejoice 
in the clear sunlight of Homer's poetry." 
The Homeric · question may really be called the 
child of the German brain. It originated with Wolt 
and wa s continued by Lachmann, Hermann, Nitzsc~ a n d 
oth ers down to the present time. The English, ac-
cording to Jebb, from a _feeling of sentiment, rather 
than schola rly judgment, clung to the idea of unity. 
Even Grote, who supported the "Ur-Ilias" t heory, 
shows some trace of this Eng lish sentiment, when 
he considers the Odyssey the work of on e poet. The 
spirit of criticism g rows rapid ly, an\l t here was n o 
exception in this case. By the end of t h e nineteenth 
century the consensus of op inion was tha t Homer wa s 
not t he author of t h e poems, cornnonly ascribed to 
him. This wa s proved by e x t e r n al and int e rnal 
evidence, though no two critics h e ld exactly the 
same the ory. The archaeological discoveries of t h e 
late nineteenth and early t we n tieth centurie s have 
s h own the ext e r na l evid ence to be based on f a lse pre m-
is e s. Rothe, Scott, Shewan, and othe rs h ave brought 
forth convincing arguments in r ega rd to the int ernal 
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evidence • Critics began to turn from a study 
of each other's works to a study of the poems. 
Their greatness grew upon all who approached them 
with un~rejudiced minds. In 1897, Prof. Seymour 
said no competent scholar believed in the unity of 
Homer-. Today the Unitarian view is the prevailing 
one, though some, among whom are Gauer, von Wilamo-
witz, and Bethe cling to the opposite view. Per-
haps, even Wolf would be glad of this changed view-
point for he has told us how be felt on turning 
from his own theory to a renewed perusal of the 
poems. As he "steeped himself in that stream of 
epic story which glides like a clear _river, his 
own argmnents vanished f r'om his mind; the pervading 
harmony and consistency of the poems asserted 
themselves with irrestible power; and he was angry 
with the scepticism which had robbed him of the be-
lief in one Homer," 
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The Present Status of the Homeric Question • 
This thesis is divided into three parts: 
I. Definition (pages 10-12) 
II. History of the Homeric Question 
(pages 12-64) 
III. Conclusion (pages 84-65) 
Briefly stated the Homeric question is a dis-
cussion of the origin and authorship of the poems. 
(pp 10-12). 
In ancient times V :e Chorizontes (3rd century 
B.C.) were the first to suggest that Homer was not 
the author of both the Ilia d and the Odyssey. Critics 
are not sure whether this really was their opinion or 
just an example of the sophistic arguments, in which 
the Greeks delighted. Their views were quickly sup-
pressed by Aristarchus. (pp 12-15) 
The modern and the real Homeric question began in 
1795 with Wolf, who maintained that t h e Homeric poems 
were put together about the middle of the sixth cen-
tury B.C. from short, independent lays, handed down 
f r om early time s, the most impor tant of which were 
w~itt en by one poet, whose ideas and plan the 
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others followed. (pp 15-28) 
Hermann emphasized the fact that the original 
poet had sketched the whole poem and his successors 
had no choice b u t to complete his design. This is 
called the Ur-Ilias theory. (pp 28-20) 
Lachmam minimized the first poet by his belie'f 
that t~e Iliad is made up of sixteen separate lays, 
• 
reduced to order by Peisistratus in 550 B.C. (p ~0) 
Nitzsch believed t ha t Homer was not the original 
poet, but one, who, in a lat e r generation but before 
800 B.C., moulded existing lays into an epic. 
(pp 30-31) 
Grote thought the Iliad had outgrown its original 
plan. It was intended to be an Achilleid, - a story 
of the wrath of Achilles, - but through additions and 
interpolations it became an Iliad, - a story of Troy. 
The Odyssey was probably by one poet, but not the one 
who composed the Iliad. Both poets lived before 
776 B. C. (pp ~l-34) 
Geddes diffe red from Grote in that he thought the 
poet of the Odyssey composed the non-Achillean books 
of the Iliad and belonged to a later age. (pp 34-35) 
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Christ, like Grot e , believed in the expansion 
the ory. The original po em,- not the same as Grote's, 
however - was added to by Homer, himself, a nd his 
followers, called Home ridae. The lays we re written 
down b e fore the time of Peisistratus, but the poems 
were then written for the first time as organic 
wholes. (pp 35-37) 
Kirchoff applied the e xpansion theory to the 
Odyssey and pr oved that 
1. the Odyssey contains distinct strata of poetic 
mat erial. 
2. the Odyssey owes its present uni~y to one man, 
but shows signs of l a ter i nterpolati ons. 
( pp 37-39' 
About 1887 a reaction set in. This was due 
partly to archaeological d iscove ries, and pQrtly t~ 
the study of the po ems a s ) oetry , not as a fi eld for 
literary criticism. Foremost in this field is Carl 
Rothe, who in yearly philological reports and in 
books such as "!lias als Dichtung" and "Odyssee als 
Dichtung" has kept the question before the l iterary 
world. Others, too, working ~ndependently, began 
to lean to the Unitarian view. In 1912 Rothe pub-
lished a scholarly review of the prin cipal books and 
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a rticles written on both sides of t h e question from 
1900 - 1912, Showing that the weight of evidence 
today is on the side of unity. (pp 39-50) 
The latest important book on the question is 
"The Unity of Homer'' by Scott. The title of the 
book shows where the author stands. (pp 50-64) 
In the summary I have given a brief resum~ 
of the history of the questi on and drawn the con-
clusion that, though there are still dissenting 
voic e s, the majority today believe in the unity of 
Homer. (pp 64-65) 
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